
BDAC Public .Mcct~g
March 21, I~

Draft Meeting Summary (For Imternal Review)

1. Wekome and Introductions                    ~ ~

Le, ster Snow. The CalFed Bay Delta Program is in the planning or pro-seeping phase. The
Program is holding comments regarding design of altexnative components for the
implementation pha~. However, the Program is also identifying components for early
implementation, prior to �,rfification of the EIRiS.

TEe process Of refining the 20 alternatives *o 10 has three components:
1)    The process is collaborative and based on review and comment from ~takcholder~ and

other members of the public. Th~ process is risky unless all stakeholders are heard.
2)    The peoc,~s i$ performanc~ based. Th© refined aItednafiv©8 must me~t the stated

objectives and solution principles.
The proccs~ includes a healthy r~g~ of approaches to ensure a good mix of
alternatives and a range of costs.

~Iudith Redmond questioned whether water markets or transfers would be a core notion, given
the number acres that have linear retired.

Gary Bobker (Bay Institute) ~ummm-ized the Ietter by expressing insecurities about moving
ahead with th© schedul¢. H~ expressed a desire to deal with the foundation issues and to
create a vision of the essential elements. He added it would be difficult to review th~ draft
alternatives without ~e visioning and laying of the foundation.

~0 29~d ×XXXXXXXXXXXXX×XXX 0000000000 80 :$0 i~BGT,[LOiLO

-E~012491
E-012491



for a s~ifi¢ res~n~ at ~e m~fing. He point~ out ~at the~ ~s of ~licy
q~c~ons may ~ approp~ate t~r ~e workgroups. Snow mention~ the ~lu~on p~ciples
b~mc more im~r~t as the pr~ess moves fo~ard ~nd the st~eholders t~ to achieve
~nsensus ~d ~.

Mike Madigan said the BDAC process is evolving, Members ~xe required to be
r~pr~scntatives for their positions an~l ~ more active in. their involvement. BDAC will start
resolving substantive issues. Members must recognlzz~ their dual role of representing their
constituencies whi~e reachir~g consensus, They must express their concerns and deal points
and recognize the points for compromise in a timely fashiotl. They should make etTorts to
attend meetings, but if they can not, they should find someone wI~o can ~’epresent their views,

3. Summary of Issues

Habitat Strategy & CIrPIA Implementation

Dick Daniel presented the issues. The strategy is b~ed on ~estorafi~n ~f n~tural functions of
the system and has several broad components:
" An elaborate public proc, es~ to identify problcm~ and actions,
" Actions have multiple benefits, i.e. ~evee maintenance incorporates habitat protections.
" A suiu: of indicators will measure progress t~wards meeting goals and determine if

actions work.
"    The strategy incorporates an adaptive management approach.

Several BDAC members expressed concern a~d raised questions regarding whether the
CVPIA fish ~tld wildtife measures were incorporated into th~ CalFed Habita~ Strategy. The
CVPIA goal of doubling the natural production of anadromous fish by the year 2002, was
brought up several times and several asked if the CalFed strategy embraced the goal.

Other BDAC comments:
(?) N~ more specific measurable criteria to ensure goals are met, Ecosystem
restoration is a new concept. The more precise we can be, the better the chance for
reaching consensus.

~ (Richard Izmirlan) Include a list of indicators axtd identify assumptions.
" (Stuart Pyle) Identify a general habitat strategy that serves as an umbrella for the

restoration actions.
(Pierre Paravano) Have goals or targets identify the number of fish to be produced.
Keep to CVPIA fish doubling tea!.
(Roberta Pmrgonovo) Concentrate on habitat improvome~n~. Use models applied to
successful restoration programs.

" (Dick Daniel) T~as~slate scientific data to terms that can be un~lerstood by others.
" (Borgonovo) A~¢ulate what a natural system looks like.
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- (Daniel) Need adaptive managea~ent measures to assure achievement of goals/targets.
- (Steve Hall) Stress role of monitoring and develop a system all can agree to.
- (Mary Selkirk) Include in process waluation of alternative components, as narrowing

occurs. The Process should look at the full range o¢ e~mments, from those that
address very broad issues to those that are very specific,
(Alex Hildebrand) 13~ aw~e there may b~ tradeoffs betw~ protecting natural species
and exotics.

Public Comments (¢.iary BObker):
Have strategy provide quantity and quality of habitat restoration to m~t recovery
requirem~ts.

" Stated restoration goals and targets are needed to meet thresholds.
" Flow and timing are not adequately addressed in strategy.

Mike Madigan appointed Mary Selkirk as chair of the Habitat ,qtrategies & CVPlA
Implementation Workgroup. The first meeting date is April 22, 1996.

Financial Strategies

Zaeh MeReynolds presented the issues summary. His pre-sentation focussed on:
- Cost allocation strategies
~ ]~udget issues
" Alternative statewide revenue sources
" Finanoial structure

’l~e Financial Strategies workgroup consists of Roberta Borgonovo, Tom Maddock, Tom
Graff, and 1~rie Hasseltine.

Erie Hasseltine mid the worlcgroup is looking ahead to addressing how alternatives will be
implement~l. They are looking at costs, value and effectiveness of alternatives.

comments/Questions:
(?) Identify list of issues relating to implementation of alternative financial strategies.
Rank or rate alternatives that meet teelmieal objectives. Allocate costs to those who
benefit from improved levees, water supply, water quality and environmental
restoration. However, consider the ability of different sectors to pay for the
improvements.
(Izmirtan) Identify alternatives to GO bonds. Develop a set of alternatives which do
not neon a popular for implementation.

~ (’Bob Raab) Identify a broad funding base., such as a utility or water tax, which does
not need a broad based vote.

" 0torgonovo) I-Iow do CVPIA and oth¢,r programs fit into CalF~K1 funding schemes’?.
" (Raab) Create a Delta Utility user fee, to be paid by farmers, fishermen and water

tls~r$.
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(Pyle) Identify how future finandal de.lsions wi!! be made, espt~ially for an adaptive
management scheme. Institutional assurances are needed to determine when funding is
availabl¢~ for later i~ms~ of project~.
(Raab) Add to the workgroup mandate the task of identifying haw future financial
decisions will be made.

Rosemary Kamei wanted clarification on th, level of responsibility for the work.group. Zach
M~Reynolds and Mar~ Schoonover explained ~at tlae workgroup would investigat¢ and
conduct fact finding. Th~ group will not vote or develop z~:x)mmendations. The role will
not preclude the group from developing consensus on issues, but BDAC will deliberate and
make recommendations.

Water D’aabe~ra

I.ester Snow introduced the issue. Water transfers help habitat restoration, but there are
tradeoffs. Transfers have economic impae.ts on local~ small, rural ¢ommuniti~, and they
cause groundwater overdraft. Other tradeoffs include reallocation of water from agriculture
to other u~ and mitigation for third paxty impacts.

BDAC ¢omm,nts/questions
~     (Borgonovo) Di~ussion of third party impaet~ will roquir¢~ coordination with oth©r

workgroups, such as the Financial Strategies group.
(Judith Redmond) "Water trm~sfers" is too narrow a name for the group. There are
significant third party impacts from t~ansfers. Perhaps the workgroup SCOl~ ~lhou|d be
expanded to "Reallocation Impacts."

" (?) Assess effects of ta’anffers o~ return flow~ during different seasons.
" (?) Do water transfers decrease consumptive, use?
" (Pyl@ Look at statcwid= implications of ~¢alkx.’ating water from agricultural to haMtat

restoration and oth,r uses. Review recent studies such as th, Palos Vcrdes and
Mendota drought studies.

" (Hildebrand) Address consequences on food supplier~.
" (Snow) There are many transf, r options. Identify th¢ pros and cons of each..
- (Don Bransford) In northern California transfers were facilRated through conjunctive

use. Problems focus on regulations and the process. Third party impacts were not a
prot~lem.
(Tib Bolza) Transfers overseen hy committee and with community support can be
successful. Look at transfers on a regional and case-by-ease basis.

" (Selkirk) Transfers may create opportuniti~ to create greater markets.
" (Raab) Transfers raise the question of equity. What are the implications on

reassignment of water rights7
(Borgonova) Address groundwater management isst~es and how conjunctive u~e relat©s
to tmnsfera and storage. Need gloundwater overdraft protection. Water Resources
Control Bo~d authority over groundwater is still a gray issue.
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(Mike Mante!l) The Federal and State joint dra£nage programs provide, multiple
options, especially for restoring wildlands.
(Redmond) The different ranges of ~gricultuml land retirement options in
alternatives will cause vastly different scopes of impacts, 70,000 to 75,000 acres will
have far different community and regional impacts t~aa retirement of 700,000 to
800,000 acres. Issues Center on regional barriers, and willing sellers vs. impacts
communities.
(~unne McPeak) Reserve class 1 soils or Mils that pzoduce the top 40 crops for
agricultural use, to ensure transfers do not preclude cultivating the best mils.
(Hildebrand) Viability cannot be determined by soil class, alone. Must look at
financial solvency of agriculture operations.

" (Bransford) Lower quality soils provide wildlife and other benefits.
" (Pyle) Track current transfers.
" (Pyle) Transfers may not b~ the only option available to accommodate growing need

for wares. D~mmtd management and water supply enhancements should t~ addressed.
(Pyl~) Need practical range of strategies.
(Pat McCarty) The recent programs, over the last five years, that have retired
margMal lands may limit fiatare retirement. The~ limits may inereatm the ~st of
agriculture land retirement..

~"    ~) Retired lands may bo useM for ,~dt bitlancing and drainage controls.
~    (Borgonova) Recognize institutional constraints.

4. Draft Alternatives

Steve Yaeger explained that all major concepts of the 20 alternatives are in the 10
alternatives. The alternatives are being zefmed and improved to ensure they meet the
objectives. The Program is hearing growing .~upport for actions and Essential Elemvnts.
Assumptions, such as whether conveyance facilities will be lined or unlined, will b~ specified
in more d~tail during Phase 2.

Ann Notthoff again ask~ for clarificatio~t of the assumptions. Letter Snow explained that the
question is party answered in later phase~ ~nd when developing operational sp~if!os of
alternatives. Stove Yaeger explained that one assumption relates to the baseline condition
used, in comparing alternatives. The ba~¢line includc~, for example, CVPIA accords that are
currently operating now. Those that are not currently implemented would not be a part of the
baseline condition.

Steve Yaeger provided a general range of costs, for implementing differ~t stages of
development. The costs at© not ~olely water user ~sts.
- Stage I - Cor~ Actions: $ .5 billion
- Stage 2 - Essential li~lem~ts (includes 70~000 acres of agricuItural land r~tirement):

$1 billion

$
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Stage 3 - Additional habit, t, lev~ and water quality ~¢tions (the we.s~sidc conveyance
facili~ doubl~ ~s~): $I biIHon to $I0 billion

Snow ~p~n~ that Altemativ~ I w~ ~e most ex~sive ~d ~t~ out ~at
identifying more th~ one revenue s~m may h~p solve funding issues. ~y
expres~ a d~m t~ have ~ q~ (Cnst~) include financing for ~re ~tions.

~ expl~n~ ~at during p~-~c~ing, the C~F~ ~y ~1~ Pmgrmn is ~ndur~g a
qu~i~five as~sment of ~e ~engths ~d w~es~s of the di~erent ~na~.
press u~ for re~ming ~e 20 ~madves ~ 10 reli~ m~nly on ~mp~ng
~five to ~h other. ~e Program must ~ comfo~bM t~t it hes cho~n ~e ~ght
~t~nafives for Pha~ 2 ev~uafion. The baseline ~se ~d no action ~te~a~ve have not yet

dcfm~.

Rick Brietenbach further explained the baseline case (or existing condition), for the purposes
of the EiP,/S, will describe what is occurring now. The No Action Alternative incorpomte.s
the future condition. For example, the CVPIA components can be included in the No Action
Alternative because they are mandated. However, it is possible they may not be included if
one of the EIR/S assumptions is that projects must have permits and completed environmental
studies.

Sunne McPeak, Mary Selldrk, Steve Hall, Roberts Borgonovo and Ann Notthoff expressed
�ot~ about what projects would bo included in the brass c.~so trod No Action Alternative.
Issues raised include, ensuring that the CaIFed goal embraces the CVPIA targets, ensuring
stakeholders are comfortable wittt chosen alternatives, vlearing stating the method of
measuring Program progress, and knowing the levea of demand manag#ment that will be
included in the baseline,

~. Upcoming Progrmn Activities

Mary Kelley reviewed the schedule for the upcoming progress report, public workshop and
seeping meetings. She urged BDAC members to attend the meetings.

6. Public Comments

l~m Blake (IM~tropolltan Water District) - The CaIFted Prov~ss and the San Franolsco
Bay/Delta are a #I concern for MWD. Issues need to be addressed in a statewide context.
Urban users ne.e.ds, invhMing ~eliability, improved water quality and environmental concerns
are key issues. Demand is expected to increase by I MAF by 2010. MWD believes the
alternatives underemphasize urban water quality concerns. Oood water quality is needed for
their conjunctive use and water reclamation programs. MWD has an aggressive 1oc.al water
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conservation program to meet tho Program’s dcmmad managemcm components. MWD is
involved in three types of transfers: st~ot, option and contract.

lohn MiIls (Regional Council of Rural Counties) - The Council wants to be part of tho
CalFed process as it affects water issues in areas ahoy, the dams. He urged the Program to
consider the upper reae.hes of the BaylDelta watersheds for solutions and to use a watershed
management approach. Suggestions for inclusions in the Program: the SWRCB Regional
Watcrsh~ Management Program and Sierra Nevada Ecosystem repol’t.

~ary Bobker ~Bay Institute) - The program should include more expIicit assumptions used to
refine the altemative.~. ICe. aske~i how would workgroup output be in.grated into the CalFed
and BDAC processes.

Pinky Brennan (Antioch) - Mr. Brennan expressed grave con~rn for dumping of selenium,
boron and 18 pesticides from farms and agricultural drains imo the S~ loaquin river. He
urged BDAC to address the agrimdtural runoff issuo,
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